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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Overview of the Structure of Montana's Welfare Offices
The complexity of administrative arrangements in a 
federal system is clearly illustrated in the case of public 
assistance programs. It is not unusual in Montana, for 
example, for federal programs to be delivered by countv 
welfare offices staffed with workers who are employed by the 
state. To accomplish this, Montana statute (53-2-3, MCA) 
establishes in each county of the state:
... a county department of public welfare, which shall consist 
of a county board of public welfare and such staff personnel 
as may be necessary for the efficient performance of the 
public assistance activities of the county.
County welfare offices are currently responsible for the 
administration of three federal public assistance programs: 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Food Stamps, 
and Medicaid. In order to staff these offices, the county 
commissioners are mandated to select and appoint such staff as 
are necessary from a list of qualified persons furnished by 
the Department of Social and Rehabilitation Services (SRS):
The staff personnel of each county department are
directly responsible to the county board, but the
department of social and rehabilitation services 
may supervise such county employees in respect to 
the efficient and proper performance of their
duties. The county board of public welfare may not 
dismiss any member of the staff personnel without 
the approval of the department of social and 
rehabilitation services. The department may 
request the county board to dismiss any member of 
the staff personnel for inefficiency, incompetence, 
or similar cause. The final authority for
dismissal is the county board (53-2-303, MCA).
The costs of operating county welfare offices generally 
fall into two expenditure categories, benefit and 
administration. The cost distribution for benefit
expenditures in county welfare offices (with the exception of 
the state-assumed counties which are identified below) is as 
follows:
Countv State Federal
AFDC 7% 22% 71%
Food Stamps 0% 0% 100%
Medicaid 0% 29% 71%
The administrative costs incurred by each county (with the
exception of the state-assumed counties which are identified
below) are funded as follows:
Countv State Federal
Personnel 50% 0% 50%
Other Admin. 50% 0% 50%
The county ' s share of the costs in both of these areas is
funded by levying up to 13.5 mills through a local property 
tax. Until 1993, a county could request "grant-in-aid” once
it reached the limit of 13.5 mills. The state would then be 
responsible for any additional allowable poor fund 
expenditures. Grant-in-aid is no longer an available option.
In the late 1970s and early 1980s, many Montana counties 
experienced difficulty in providing adequate funding for these 
offices. In 1982, for example, the following counties 
exceeded the 13.5 mill limit and requested grant-in-aid 
totaling $3,673,279: Deer Lodge ($320,410); Cascade
($1,109,654); Silver Bow ($1,092,189); Lewis & Clark 
($620,979); Lincoln ($109,532); Park ($92,433); Missoula 
($337,700); Mineral ($10,612); and Granite ($9,770).
In response to the demonstrated financial need, the 1983 
Montana Legislature authorized what has since been called 
"state-assumption.” This statute, which has had subsequent 
revisions, allows any county government to transfer to the 
state all responsibility for the three federally mandated 
welfare programs. In return for this transfer of 
responsibility, the counties are required to transfer 9 mills 
of their property tax to the state general fund.
Forty four counties have chosen to continue their 
responsibility for public assistance and are labeled as 
"state-supervised.** Twelve counties have opted to transfer 
welfare responsibility to the state. They are called 
"State-Assumed" and include Cascade, Deer Lodge, Flathead, 
Lake, Lewis & Clark, Lincoln, Mineral, Missoula, Park, Powell, 
Ravalli and Silver Bow Counties. All of the nonfederal share
for both benefits and administration of the welfare programs 
in these counties are paid from the special state revenue 
account established with the local nine mill levy. Any budget 
shortfall in this account is funded through a state general 
fund appropriation.
The distribution of costs for benefit expenditures in 
state-administered counties is as follows:
Program County State Federal
AFDC 0% 29% 71%
Food Stamps 0% 0% 100%
Medicaid 0% 29% 71%
The administrative costs incurred by state-administered 
counties are funded as follows:
Admin. Costs Countv State Federal
Personnel 0% 50% 50%
Other Admin. 0% 50% 50%
Total benefit expenditures for state fiscal year 1994 
(SFY94) are presented in Attachment 1. State-supervised 
counties issued 48.29% of the state's $48,747,793 in AFDC 
benefits; 50.76% of the $284,082,644 in Medicaid benefits; and 
47.65% of the $53,846,165 in Food Stamp benefits.
Problem Statement
Montana's use of two distinctly different administrative 
structures to operate welfare offices across the state creates 
three problems:
1. The administrative structure utilized in 44 counties is 
statutorily contradictory, confusing, and ineffective;
2. The structure in these 44 state-supervised counties 
exposes the state to potential federal financial 
sanctions and possible lawsuits with limited control of 
the process; and
3. The structure for 12 state-administered counties is 
centralized and provides little or no local control of 
programs.
These problems, which are discussed in detail in Chapters II 
and III, give rise to the underlying purpose of this paper.
Purpose
This paper compares the administrative differences 
between state-assumed and state-supervised counties in Montana 
to determine whether total state-assumption or total de­
assumption would (1) better clarify the administrative and 
supervisory structure of the welfare delivery system and (2) 
result in a more efficient and effective operation of the 
state's welfare offices.
To assess this, I will:
• review the appropriate Montana Codes to determine 
legislative intent and statutory requirements,
• evaluate historical precedents regarding
responsibility for determining staffing levels,
consider the current political paradigm dictating 
reductions in government size and government 
spending,
evaluate structural changes that have occurred at 
the county level during the past several years 
(i.e., county combinations),
consider programmatic changes and expectations that 
have occurred as the result of legislative and 
judicial action,
review the Legislature's ability to adequately fund 
and staff state-assumed offices, and 
discuss the need to ensure continued community 
input and accountability in both structural 
options.
Methodoloov
The following methodology was used to achieve the
purposes identified above.
First, during the past eighteen months, I engaged in 
informal interviews and discussions with county 
commissioners and county welfare staff throughout the 
state using fourth generation evaluation techniques. 
These discussions were used to identify administrative 
and supervisory deficiencies within the current Montana 
welfare delivery system and to assess political support 
or opposition to the two available options. These 
results of those discussions form the basis for the 
majority of this paper.
Second, data from the most current state fiscal years was 
obtained from the agency's statistical bulletins to 
illustrate the total benefit expenditures for the AFDC,
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Medicaid, and Food Stamp programs. This information 
shows the magnitude and complexity of the programs 
involved and illustrates the potential financial risk to 
the state if federal sanctions were imposed as the result 
of state or county non-compliance.
Third, an agency spreadsheet was evaluated to determine 
the average work load that eligibility staff are 
responsible for in each of the county welfare offices in 
Montana. This information illustrates staffing
inequities overall between the state-assumed and state- 
supervised county operations. It also illustrates 
inequities that exist from county to county particularly 
within the state-supervised offices. The resulting 
information provides insight into the need for greater 
control of FTEs.
Fourth, projections were made to determine potential 
savings that could be realized by assigning one County 
Director to supervise multiple counties. Counties were 
identified that were within geographical proximity of 
each other. County Director salaries from these counties 
were determined and travel costs were estimated based 
upon several scenarios. The resulting costs were 
compared to current costs to determine whether combining 
counties would result in significant savings to the 
county budget. These projections were then compared with 
the realities of the past year to determine if county 
combinations had been formed. If not, what were the 
deciding factors other than financial.
To begin the process of arriving at a final 
recommendation. Chapter II examines the problems resulting 
from joint management of the welfare offices between SRS and 
the counties. These problems involve joint supervision of 
staff, staffing levels, financial responsibility, and the 
potential for federal sanctions as a result of agency non- 
compliance with federal regulations.
CHAPTER II
ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPERVISORY DEFICIENCIES
IN MONTANA'S 
STATE-SUPERVISED COUNTY WELFARE OFFICES
With Montana's use of a jointly administered structure in 
44 counties, jurisdictional disputes are inherent. These 
conflicts center around who has (1) responsibility to provide 
direct supervision to the staff in these offices; (2) 
responsibility for determining staffing levels; (3) authority 
to make programmatic decisions; and (4) financial 
responsibility for certain administrative expenditures and 
costs resulting from federal sanctions or litigation. The 
purpose of this chapter is to describe and analyze the areas 
of conflict.
Supervision of Staff
As indicated in Chapter 1, the Montana Code Annotated
(53-2-303) provides contradictory language in this area:
The staff personnel of each county department are 
directly responsible to the county board, but the 
department of social and rehabilitation services 
may supervise such county employees in respect to 
the efficient and proper performance of their 
duties. The county board of public welfare may not 
dismiss any member of the staff personnel without 
the approval of the department of social and
10
rehabilitation services. The department may 
request the county board to dismiss any member of 
the staff personnel for inefficiency, incompetence, 
or similar cause. The final authority for 
dismissal is the county board.
Attorney General Opinion No. 16, dated October 29, 1993,
provides clarity to this issue. Attorney General Joseph P.
Mazurek held that:
County welfare department personnel are state 
employees for purposes of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act, entitlement to employee benefits, and 
participation in employee-related programs. If 
county welfare department personnel are 
involuntarily terminated from employment and wish 
to pursue a grievance, they must follow the 
grievance procedure established by the Department 
of Social and Rehabilitation Services unless the 
Department and the county have mutually agreed upon 
an alternative process.
Attorney General Mazurek's Opinion reiterated the
Legislature's intent that there be a cooperative state-county
administration of public assistance:
While the Department has overall responsibility for 
the administration of public assistance programs, 
each county which has not transferred its public 
assistance and protective services to the 
Department is responsible for local administration 
of all public assistance operations in the county.
The Opinion also explained that the county board is authorized
by law to select its staff personnel, but it must do so from
a list of qualified persons furnished by SRS (Montana Code
Annotated 53-2-304(1)). The staff are directly responsible to
the county board, but SRS may supervise such county employees
with regard to the efficient and proper performance of their
duties (53-2-304-(l), MCA). The county board may not dismiss
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any member of the staff without SRS approval, but SRS may 
request the county to dismiss any member of the staff for 
inefficiency, incompetence, or similar cause. The final 
authority for dismissal is in the county board (53-2-304(1)). 
This provision, however, conflicts with 53-2-203(1)(d) which 
grants the Department the authority to "supervise the 
appointment, dismissal, and entire status of the public 
assistance personnel attached to county boards."
Because the statutes offer no definitive answer to this 
conflict, the Attorney General looked instead to agency 
practice and usage. He cited the agency practice of treating 
these employees as state employees for purposes of salary, 
benefits, and other employment-related issues; providing 
compensation and benefits in accordance with the state pay and 
classification program; establishment of the number of 
employees in the biennial state budget; classification of 
county welfare staff by the Department of Administration as 
state employees and the requirement that all changes in 
personnel or salary status must be authorized by the 
Department of Administration; and the fact that collective 
bargaining with labor unions is conducted by the Department 
and the resulting collective bargaining agreements list the 
State of Montana as the employer of workers in county welfare 
offices. For these reasons, the Attorney General found that 
the county welfare staff are state employees.
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Concurrently, Family Assistance Division of SRS has taken 
a much more active role in the supervision of county offices. 
The two area supervisors have begun a concerted effort to 
participate in and coordinate county and regional planning and 
decision making activities, to conduct appraisals of county 
directors, and to involve county directors in decision making 
activities at the central office.
Some county commissioners have resisted this movement. 
Broadwater County, for example, recently challenged the 
requirement that they follow the SRS Personnel policies in 
regard to hiring a clerical support staff person. Following 
a public meeting, to which they had invited the press and the 
County Attorney, they reluctantly agreed to follow SRS 
procedures.
Even though most of the uncertainty in these areas has 
dissipated as a result of the Attorney General's Opinion and 
SRS actions, the statutes remain unclear and contradictory. 
Supervisory responsibility should be clarified through 
Legislative action. Total state-assumption would resolve this 
conflict by eliminating joint responsibility between the state 
and county commissioners.
Another related concern involves control of the scope of 
staff duties. Per federal regulation, SRS conducts a cost 
allocation between the three federal programs to determine the 
percentage of time that workers spend administering each of 
the programs. This is used to determine the distribution of
13
the federal share of the administrative costs. The method 
that is currently utilized measures only the proportion of 
staff time spent on the AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamp 
programs. Counties have been instructed to submit a cost 
allocation plan to SRS if they use welfare staff to determine 
eligibility for county indigent programs. Otherwise, it is 
assumed that 100% of their time is spent in administering the 
three federal programs. Total state-assumption would 
eliminate the possibility that SRS staff are utilizing state 
time to administer county programs and would eliminate 
possible reductions in federal financial participation in 
administrative costs that could result if SRS staff are not 
allocating 100% of their time to administering federal 
programs.
Responsibilitv for Determining Staffing Levels
During the past ten years, staffing levels in state- 
supervised counties have been determined at the local level by 
county welfare boards. Typically, a county director would 
first convince the county commissioners that the need for 
additional staff justified the increase to the poor fund for 
the non-federal share of the administrative costs. The county 
commissioners would then send a written request to SRS seeking 
approval for the additional Full Time Equivalency (FTE) and an 
increase in the expenditure of federal funds that are included 
in the SRS budget appropriation. Since these FTEs are
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financed with 50% county funds and 50% federal funds, 
increased staff do not directly impact the state's general 
fund. Consequently, SRS has had little difficulty in getting 
Executive Budget and Legislative approval.
However, during the past six years there has been 
increased pressure to reduce the size of state government, 
regardless of the funding source. Requests from state- 
supervised counties now are scrutinized to determine 
appropriateness of the request and FTEs are limited for both 
state-assumed and state-supervised counties.
To monitor the equitable allocation of staff, SRS 
utilizes a report from TEAMS (The Economic Assistance 
Management System) to determine staffing levels by county. 
This report provides an unduplicated case load count by county 
(i.e., assistance units). Attachment 2 presents the average 
assistance unit per worker by county and is formatted with 
state-supervised and state-assumed counties in separate 
groupings. Overall, the assistance unit average is relatively 
consistent between state-supervised and state-assumed 
counties. However, within the state-supervised counties there 
are a number of counties with exceptionally high or low 
averages. As FTEs become vacant, SRS is now taking an active 
role in shifting FTEs to establish equity between both state- 
supervised and state-assumed counties.
Conversely, if counties attempt to lower administrative 
costs by reducing staffing, SRS will be required to become
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more Involved in determining adequate local staffing levels to 
ensure equitable administration of programs across county 
lines. This could mean that SRS would have to take a 
proactive approach if a state-supervised county were to allow 
staffing levels to drop to unacceptably low levels.
In recent history, SRS has only once been involved in 
litigation over a county's staffing level. In 1982, SRS filed 
a suit in State District Court to require Sanders County to 
hire a County Director. Members of the County Welfare Board 
unsuccessfully argued that they could assume these duties. 
The court ruled that the county must hire a County Director 
and they must choose this individual from a list of qualified 
applicants supplied by SRS.
In line with the effort by Governor Racicot to eliminate 
mid-level managers and to reduce administrative costs, SRS 
encouraged county commissioners to consider the possibility of 
sharing a county director between multiple counties and/or the 
development of Regional Directors. During the 1993
Legislative Session an early retirement bill was passed that 
would facilitate this movement. Within SRS, 25.5 FTE chose to 
retire. This included 9 County Directors.
During the past year, additional combinations were 
finalized in a total of four areas. The counties of Hill, 
Liberty, Blaine and Chouteau hired a Regional Manager in 
February 1994. They are currently in the early stages of
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establishing a working Human Services Advisory Council and 
determining the scope of its authority.
Beaverhead, Jefferson, and Silver Bow; and Broadwater, 
Park, and Meagher have also consolidated the duties a county 
director for each of their districts. In addition, the 
counties in each of the five SRS Regions are establishing 
regional management teams.
However, some counties have been reluctant to 
consolidate. Recently, Richland County requested that an 
Eligibility Examiner III be promoted for 25% of her time to 
the County Director position. They argue that they need to 
reduce administrative costs and that there is not a need for 
a full time director. They have evaluated the feasibility of 
a county combination (combining the position with one or more 
other counties) and determined that they do not wish to do so 
at this time.
Over the past year, several other counties have 
considered and rejected the option of sharing a county 
director. For example. Rosebud County chose to hire a full 
time County Director; Madison County decided to continue 
funding a full time County Director position rather than to 
combine with Beaverhead; and several combinations were 
unsuccessfully proposed with Richland County.
While these county commissions are seriously interested 
in reducing administrative costs, they have determined that 
the work load warrants a full time director, they have either
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not been able to find acceptable combinations, or they have 
been unwilling to turn the control of their local office over 
to a county director with partial loyalties to another county. 
Each Commission has indicated an awareness that 
regionalization may be forced by the Legislature. However, 
they prefer to wait and see what the Legislature mandates 
rather than take the initiative at this time. If state- 
assumption were to occur, SRS would likely establish county 
combinations in all three of these counties and would save 
considerable administrative costs in the process.
Attachments 3-1 through 3-4 provide examples of potential 
savings to counties through consolidation of County Director 
positions. State-assumption would allow SRS to implement 
additional county combinations. Again, while there would be 
no savings to the state general fund, there would be savings 
to local tax payers and increased efficiency as a result of a 
reduction of FTEs needed to operate county offices.
The problems described above are inherent in a system 
that provides jointly administered programs between the state 
and county. To reduce or eliminate inequitable staffing 
levels and to more efficiently utilize authorized FTEs, SRS 
feels justified in exerting control over staffing levels at 
the county level. Total state-assumption would clearly place 
these responsibilities with SRS.
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Programmatic Responsibility
Most county commissioners in state-supervised counties 
argue against state-assumption primarily because they do not 
want to relinquish their control of public assistance 
programs. They point to the escalation of General Relief 
expenditures in state-assumed counties during the 1980s as an 
example of poor program management. They fear that the same 
thing will happen in their county if the state administers 
their poor fund programs.
These concerns are well-founded to the extent that the 
state has failed to control and reduce expenditures in state 
assumed counties. However, this has not been the result of 
SRS inaction or incompetence. It resulted from constitutional 
restrictions which were corrected in 1993 with HB 427. Prior 
to this change, the Constitution treated General Relief as an 
entitlement program. If an individual living in any of the 
state-assumed counties met the constitutional definition of 
"indigent," SRS was required to provide assistance. The 
Legislature made several attempts to limit the state's 
constitutionally based obligations, but each of these attempts 
were overturned by the courts. The latter directed SRS to 
continue providing benefits and directed the Legislature to 
provide the necessary funding.
However, as a result of the ever-increasing pressure to 
reduce expenditures to the poor, the Montana Constitution was 
amended in 1991 so that General Relief could no longer be
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viewed as an entitlement. As a result, HB 427, enacted by the 
53rd Legislature, amended Title 53 of the Montana Codes 
Annotated to eliminate the State General Relief Assistance and 
General Relief Medical programs in the twelve state assumed 
counties. It did, however, allow these twelve counties to 
levy up to an additional 4.5 mills from the county poor fund 
to finance local indigent programs.
HB 427 also provided that the indigent programs in state- 
supervised counties were no longer mandated. As a result, the 
county general assistance and county medical programs are now 
optional. These changes should allow the state to exert 
greater control over expenditures in state- assumed counties, 
thereby removing one of the fears regarding lost control held 
by the other 44 counties.
In reality, local control of the AFDC, Food Stamp and 
Medicaid programs is non-existent. While funding and cost 
distribution for the three federal programs vary between 
state-assumed and state-supervised counties, all program 
eligibility policies and guidelines are established by the 
state from federal regulations and are consistently applied by 
all county offices, regardless of whether the office is state- 
supervised or state-assumed. Consequently, an applicant for 
AFDC, Medicaid and/or Food Stamps from Yellowstone County will 
find the same eligibility criteria and benefit level as he or 
she would find in Lincoln County. However, as discussed 
earlier, the provisions of joint administration of the
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programs in a state-supervised county can cause jurisdictional 
roadblocks that could disrupt the consistent application of 
policy statewide. As stated earlier, state-assumption would 
provide clear supervisory authority to prevent and/or resolve 
this problem.
Financial Responsibilitv
SRS issues the pay check to all staff employed in the 
county welfare offices. In state-supervised counties, the non 
federal share of these costs are then billed to the counties 
on a monthly basis. The counties reconcile these costs 
against other operating costs that they have incurred during 
the month, such as rent, utilities, and supplies.
Over the past several years, some counties have refused 
to accept expenses in two areas that the state has passed on 
to them through this county billing process. In the first 
instance, SRS, with legislative approval, installed a new 
computer system (TEAMS) used by county staff to determine 
eligibility for AFDC, Medicaid, and Food Stamps. Although 
state and federal funds were used to develop and implement the 
system, on-going computer costs are now being billed to the 
counties. A number of the counties are refusing to pay these 
expenses, citing a letter from then Governor Stephens 
indicating that ”[f]unding for the development and 
implementation of the computerization is provided by the state 
and federal governments.” However, in Attorney General
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Opinion No. 26, dated June 22, 1994, Attorney General Mazurek
states that "the letter does not indicate an obligation on the
State's part to finance these costs in perpetuity." The
Attorney General found that the on-going costs are
"administrative costs" and, as such, the non federal share is
the responsibility of the county.
The second instance of challenged expenses involves
postage costs that are incurred for the mailing of food stamp
coupons. In 1991, SRS entered into a contract with Sacramento
Services Development Corporation to package and mail
designated food stamp coupon allotments to all authorized
recipient households in Montana. Prior to this contract, SRS
contracted with entities throughout the state to manually
distribute coupons. Following the change in delivery methods,
several counties refused to pay their identified postage
costs. SRS continues to pursue payment of these charges using
many of the same arguments set forth in Attorney General
Opinion No. 26 citing 53-2-304(2):
[T]he county board of public welfare shall 
reimburse the department of social and 
rehabilitation services from county poor funds ... 
the full amount of the department's administrative 
costs [non federal share] which are allocated by 
the department to the county for the administration 
of county welfare programs and not reimbursed to 
the department by the federal government.
Again, even though the Attorney General has provided 
direction, final clarification may be required from the 
courts. Total state-assumption would eliminate this conflict
22
because the county commissioners would not approve or deny
expenditures by a state-assumed county welfare office.
Another issue regarding financial responsibility involves
the risk of federal financial sanctions. SRS must adhere to
federal regulations while administering the public assistance
programs. Failure to do so may result in financial sanctions
against the state. For example, food stamp program
regulations at 7CFR275.23, mandates that:
[F]or any fiscal year in which a State agency's 
payment error rate exceeds the payment-error 
tolerance level, the State agency shall pay or have 
its share of administrative costs reduced by an 
amount equal to the difference between its payment 
error rate less such tolerance level as a quantity, 
multiplied by the total value of the allotments 
issued in the fiscal year by that State agency.
While it is outside of the scope of this paper to explore the
size of the state agency's potential sanction, other states
have had multi-million dollar sanctions assessed against them
as a result of their high error rates. Fortunately, Montana
has escaped this experience to date.
But, if sanctions were applied against SRS, Attorney
General Opinion No. 26 clarifies that "counties bear all the
costs associated with the administration of public assistance
which are not reimbursed to SRS by the federal government."
Consequently, the potential costs due to sanctions would be
shared by all counties, with the state being responsible for
only the portion allocated to the state-assumed counties.
However, a valid complaint, and possible legal action,
could be initiated against the state by counties if the state
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fails to take reasonable action to prevent sanctions. For 
example, if one county consistently obtains a high error rate 
and the state fails to intervene by providing adequate 
training, adequate computer processing capability, ensuring 
adequate staffing levels, and taking other reasonable actions, 
the non offending counties might be justified in challenging 
the charges allocated to them. Therefore, SRS must take an 
active role in monitoring compliance with federal regulations 
and taking corrective action to ensure that a small number of 
counties do not place all counties at risk of financial 
sanctions.
The same problem arises in other areas. For example, SRS 
must ensure equal treatment of clients statewide and 
compliance with civil rights statutes to prevent federal 
sanctions and possible litigation. If it does not, financial 
penalties could be assessed against all counties - not just 
the offending county.
At the present time, SRS continues to take appropriate 
actions to preclude the levying of sanctions by the federal 
agencies. Nonetheless, the potential for such problems 
occurring would be greatly reduced if all county programs were 
state-assumed. In addition, authorizing legislation for 
state-assumption could provide a clear statement that a 
county's liability for the administration of public assistance 
programs is limited to the on-going annual amount required for 
state-assumption. For example, if a statewide levy is
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established at 8 mills for state-assumption and a federal 
sanction is assessed that requires funding beyond the 8 mills, 
the shortfall would be taken from the state general fund 
rather than being shared with counties.
In summary, all of the above concerns could be eliminated 
if total state-assumption were to occur. However, there are 
several inherent problems with state-assumption. These will 
be discussed in Chapter III.
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CHAPTER III
ADMINISTRATIVE DEFICIENCIES IN MONTANA'S 
STATE-ASSUMED COUNTY WELFARE OFFICES
In the twelve state-assumed counties, SRS is solely 
responsible for the administration of the public assistance 
programs. The eligibility process is identical to the 
procedures used in the state-supervised counties. However, 
there are administrative differences between the two 
structures. In state-assumed counties, supervision of county 
operations come directly from the Area Supervisor in the 
Family Assistance Division. There is no involvement with 
county commissioners. In these twelve counties, the conflicts 
described in Chapter II resulting from the joint 
administration of state-supervised counties is absent.
The structure used in state-assumed counties works 
effectively, except for two problems. With the removal of the 
county commissioners from the supervisory loop, obtaining and 
maintaining adequate staffing levels has been difficult and 
obtaining community input for such things as determining 
program direction has been problematic.
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staffing
Staffing continues to be a significant problem. The 
Legislature has granted only minimal increases in FTEs over 
the past 10 years, even though case loads have increased 
significantly. The following chart illustrates the increased 
case load and levels of expenditures by program over the past 
5 years.
OBLIGATIONS SFY94 SFY89 % CHG.
All PA $408,736,477 $223,796,619 82.6%
AFDC $48,945,741 $37,309,456 31.2%
Medicaid $301,592,347 $149,975,277 101.1%
Food Stamps $55,413,520 $35,507,662 56.1%
AVG. MONTHLY CASES
AFDC 11,861 9,361 26.7%
Medicaid 51,367 27,182 89.0%
Food Stamps 27,600 21,082 30.9%
In comparison, 388.55 FTEs were authorized in SFY89 and
386.90 FTEs were authorized statewide in SFY94.
The Montana Legislature has been reluctant to authorize
new FTEs during a period when the administration is attempting
to reduce the size of state government. In addition, there is
a revenue shortfall between the revenue generated by the 9
mill state-assumption levy and the total program and
administrative costs. Even though the need for additional
staff is obvious, SRS does not generally request additional
FTEs to administer the on-going programs in the twelve state-
assumed counties because of these political realities.
Not coincidentally, staff morale and turnover have become
serious problems in the state-assumed counties. Lewis and
27
Clark County, for example, has had turnover of 5 out of 18 non 
supervisory staff in the past six months.
Total de-assumption, however, would not alleviate the 
problems related to inadequate staffing. The following chart 
shows the estimated number of mills and revenue needed to fund 
the public assistance programs in the state-assumed counties 
during SFY1994.
Countv Revenue Mills
Cascade $1,470,885 14.04
Deer Lodge 359,905 37.79
Flathead 1,222,397 9.83
Lake 532,695 13.27
Lewis & Clark 981,099 12.89
Lincoln 517,271 18.44
Mineral 108,384 12.43
Missoula 1,729,256 12.71
Park 270,018 10.53
Powell 117,948 9.27
Ravalli 498,917 13.58
Silver Bow 1,098,849 19.94
To de-assume these counties would put even more pressure on 
the local tax payers. As the above chart illustrates, 
counties would have difficulty providing the current funding 
levels, let alone trying to provide additional funding to 
increase staffing levels. Clearly, without some type of 
grant-in-aid option, de-assumption would not alleviate the 
existing staffing problems. Instead, it would exacerbate the 
problem.
Communitv Input and Accountabilitv
In addition to the problems encountered as a result of 
inadequate staffing, responsiveness to both local community
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and client needs have decreased. During the past 10 years, 
the state-assumed county offices have become relatively 
autonomous. There are no organized structures for the input 
of ideas from those outside of SRS.
The lone exception has been in the area of welfare 
reform. In the late 1980s, SRS implemented reforms to its 
employment and training programs. To implement and monitor 
the program, which is named JOBS, local on-going task forces 
were mandated by the state. Also incumbent upon this reform 
was the need to coordinate existing training and support 
resources. In order to incorporate local needs, planning and 
implementation of current welfare reform efforts will rely 
heavily upon this same structure. Community task forces and 
local involvement are being utilized in both state-assumed and 
state-supervised counties. Families Achieving Independence in 
Montana (FAIM) is a significant effort to obtain community 
input and involvement in the administration of public 
assistance programs. This effort will go beyond welfare 
reform and will eliminate the isolation that has occurred as 
a result of state-assumption in the past.
In another effort to both coordinate and influence 
program direction, SRS has over the past several years 
encouraged the formation of HRACs (Human Resource Advisory 
Councils) when multiple county combinations were developed. 
Ideally, these councils would oversee the regional 
administration of programs and could have the authority to
29
manage staff levels and submit waiver requests to operate 
under different criteria from the remainder of the state. To 
date, the HRACs have not developed to this point and their 
current value is questionable.
For SRS to adapt to the changing needs of its customers 
and benefactors (i.e., the tax payers and the Legislature), 
input from outside SRS is essential. This could be 
accomplished through community task forces or advisory 
councils. Or, it could be accomplished through involvement of 
county commissioners. However, it is not necessary for state- 
assumption to occur to reach this goal, as the problem can 
exist in either state-assumed or state-supervised counties. 
It's just more likely to occur in state-assumed counties. SRS 
offices need to accept the need for change and take the action 
through one or more of the available options. Total state- 
assumption would allow SRS to more effectively mandate this 
type of activity.
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CHAPTER IV 
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION
Summary
Joint administration of the public assistance programs is 
statutorily contradictory, confusing and ineffective. It also 
exposes SRS to potential financial risks from either federal 
financial sanctions or potential litigation with little 
control of the process.
Joint responsibility between the county and the state for 
supervision of the non-assumed counties causes confusion and 
frequent jurisdictional conflicts. Counties are dissatisfied 
with the funding mechanism for the administration of the 
programs and, as a result, counties have challenged some of 
the costs that are passed on to them. SRS has difficulty 
controlling the scope of activities of the staff in the county 
offices. Staffing levels are inconsistent between state- 
supervised counties and staff are not efficiently allocated. 
All of these shortcomings could be resolved through total 
state-assumption.
However, there are shortcomings of total state- 
assumption. While SRS has done a good job in equitably
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allocating available staff resources, it has failed to obtain 
adequate staff in state-assumed counties. Nevertheless, as 
indicated in Chapter IV, de-assumption would make this problem 
even worse. In addition, state-assumption has made it more 
difficult to obtain community input and support. Even though 
this problem exists in all county offices, it is even more 
accentuated in state-assumed counties because of the lack of 
involvement by county commissioners. However, if SRS mandated 
that counties develop a mechanism for input, this problem 
could be adequately resolved without resorting to total de­
assumption.
Joint management of the state-supervised county welfare 
offices carries with it numerous problems. State-assumption 
can resolve these issues and can mandate development of 
mechanisms to obtain community input.
The one remaining roadblock for state-assumption is 
funding. The current mechanism could continue to be used by 
levying a local property tax at a rate comparable to last 
fiscal year's expenditures. A second method would be for the 
Legislature to establish a statewide levy that would equalize 
the expenditures across the state. During the 1993
Legislative session, a statewide levy of 8 mills was proposed. 
Another option would be to eliminate the property tax as the 
revenue source for public assistance programs and to 
appropriate the necessary funds from the state general fund. 
This option, although perhaps less politically palatable,
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would correct per capita inequities that currently exist 
between counties.
Recommendat ion
Based on the analysis in Chapters II and III, it is 
recommended that state-assumption should be actively pursued 
by SRS. Regardless of the funding source, state-assumption 
would be a significant improvement over the current structure 
for four reasons.
State-assumption would eliminate the confusion that may 
result because of joint supervision of the staff by the county 
and the state. State-assumption would remove the
responsibility from County Commissions and would make SRS 
solely responsible.
State-assumption would allow SRS to manage staffing 
levels equitably between county offices. Current inequities 
between counties would be eliminated as county commissioners 
are removed from this process. In addition, county 
combinations could be pursued without the influence of 
territorial turf battles. This would result in more efficient 
use of limited staff resources.
Programmatic consistency would be enhanced through state- 
assumption. SRS, solely responsible for the administration of 
the public assistance programs, could more aggressively manage 
and direct procedural and eligibility processes at the local 
level.
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Finally, state-assumption would provide clarity to issues 
revolving around financial responsibility. The problems 
involving allocation of administrative costs would be 
eliminated. SRS would be responsible for all costs associated 
with administering the public assistance programs. In 
addition, SRS would have direct control of factors that 
influence whether financial sanctions are applied by federal 
agencies and control of procedural practices that expose the 
state to risk of litigation.
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ATTACHMENT 1
STATE OF MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL & REHABILITATION SERVICES  
■STATE FISCAL YEAR 1994
PI mi 1C A9SI3 r A N cr n rrm riT  nxppN m  iim n n
County 
Beaverhead 
Big Horn 
Blaine 
Broadwater 
Carbon 
Carter 
Cascade 
Choteau 
Custer 
Daniels 
Dawson 
Deer Lodge 
Fallon 
Fergus 
Flaihead 
Gallatin 
Garfield 
Glacier 
Golden Valley 
Granite 
Hill
Jefferson 
Judith Basin 
Lake
Lewls&Clark 
Liberty 
Lincoln 
Madison 
MacCone 
Meagher 
Mineral 
" Missoula 
Musselshell 
Pork
Hetioleum
Phillips
Pondera
Powder River
I ‘tlWtill
Prairie
Ravalli
Richland
Roosevelt
Rnenliiid
Sanders
Sheridan
Sllvor Bow
Sllllwator
Sweetegrass
Totnri
Toole
Trooaiire
Valley
Wtiealland
WIIhiiim
YullllWbtUIItt
tnsiltiiilona 
NOCO Breakdown 
TOTAL
AFDC
$378.078 
$2,005,396 
$823,078 
$209.045 
$305,932, 
$22,390 
$4,741,878 
$96,880 
$758,182 
$37,191 
$360,305 
$778.013 
$70,920 
$239,258 
$3,068,629 
$1,222,436 
$14,207 
$2,525,528 
' $22,620 
$100,702 
$1,565,350 
$254,109 
$62,122 
$2,238,312 
$2,361,549 
$3,930 
$1,648,546 
■. $129,111 
$33,407 
$35,198 
$345,780 
$5,272,344 
$172,126 
$545,427 
$1,058 
$194,559 
$428,847 
$32,002
$15,359 
$1,187,683 
$304,701 
$2,316,267 
$077,310 
$600,147 
$62,975 
$2,001,470 
$129,372 
$83,840 
$100,000 
$162,601 
$17,848 
$1*13,710 
$04,502 
$111,4110 
$d, 183,112
$48,045,741
PROGRAM 
Medicaid 
$3,451,524 
$4,462,261 
$2,401,030 
$1,245,253 
$3,183.927 
$580,627 
$28,672,627 
$1,896,785 
$5.871,362 
$591,052 
$3,025.136 
$4.554,363 
$846,445 
$5,401,205 
$20,058,976 
$9,555,504 
$419,492 
$5,751,688 
$98,082 
$539,478 
$7,675,514 
$2,254,493 
$170,310 
$9,714,960 
$15,902,166 
$460,984 
$6,884,030 
$1,700,741 
$571,338 
$718,612 
$1,556,182 
$26,547,829 
$1,744,017 
$4,247,304 
$75,611 
$1,612,752 
$2,607.752 
$754,985 
»l,Ut»(l,h27 
$443,122 
$0,070,736 
$3,767,001 
$7,648,464 
$2,004.080 
' $3,226,635
$1,271,835 
$17,307,615 
$2,205,316 
$1,050,000 
$7,005,307 
$1,724,934 
$50,402 
$3,380,400 
$855,120 
$41111,431 
$3/,b/3,ÜÜU  
$17.440,613 
($733,277) 
$301,502,346
Food Stamps
$538,615 
$2,008,481 
$727,224 
$223,525 
$438,050 
$41,141 
$5,083,481 
$138,347 
$846,229 
$39,745 
$462,128 
$891.567 ' 
$84,154 
$377,439 
$3,936,427 
$1,709,393 
$27,030 
$2,431,233 
$31,782 
$152,897 
$1,678,737 
$345,706 
$53,276 
$2,082,938 
$2,944,156 
$24,389 
$1,856,672 
$186,751 
$42,610 
$90,595 
$378,808 
$5,978,813 
$270,087 
$740,485 
$2,767 
$276,256 
$494,067 
$47,097 
$5(18,480 
$26,458 
$1,668,884 
■ $565,415 
$2,111,780 
$031,173 
$711,975 
$98,049 
$2,006,617 
$226,023 
$123,338 
$211,404 
$190,772 
$20,883 
$000.804 
$117,070 
$41,linn 
$d,/U2,663
$55,413,520
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ANALYSIS OF CURRENT STAFFING PATTERNS 
VERSUS COUNTY COMBINATION OPTIONS
February 1994
CURRENT STAFFING PATTERNS
EBB BiBBHBB
Pos. FTE Grade Salaries & Pos. FTE Grade Salaries &
Mo. Level Frlnnos * No. Level Fringes •
30140 1.00 14 $34,039 30550 1.00 15 I $40,508
30141 1.00 11 $26,623 30552 1:00 12 $30,817
30142 1.00 10 $25,997 30553 1.00 11 $26,623.
• 30143 1.00 9 $27,165 30554 1.00 11 : • $26,583
30144 1.00 8 $22,618 30555 0.50 8 $11,837.
• 30556 1.00 9 $21,973
Total 5.00 $136,442 5.50 $158.341
PROPOSED COMBINATION
lï.WUàSfîl̂Vv
Pos. FTE Grade Salaries & Pos. FTE Grade Salaries &
No. Level Fringes No. Level Fringes
30140 0.50 15 $24,305 30140 0.40 15 . $16,203
30141 1.00 11 $26,623 30552 1.00 12 $30,817
. 30142 1.00 10 $25.997 30553 1.00 11 $26,623
. 30143 1.00 9 $27,165 30554 1.00 11 $26,683
30144 1.00 8 $22,618 30555 0.50 8 $11,837
30556 1.00 9 $21,973
Total 4.50 $126,708 Total 4.90 $134.036
Addlt'i travel/Meala 
TOTAL
$3,270. 
$137,306
.ii'
Assumptions'.
(1) CD spends 3 days per week In 
Glendive;
(2) All travel to Sidney Is paid 
by Richland County.
Assumptions;
(1 ) CD spends 2 days per week In
Sidney;
(2) All travel to Glendlve Is paid by 
Richland County; (
(3) No overnight travel Is projected;
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ANALYSIS OF CURRENT STAFFING PATTERNS 
VERSES REGIONAL MANAGER CONCEPT
CURRENT STAFFING PATTERNS
Pondera
-?FTE
Level ' *?Grede - ' SaiarV "
1 0J4 IS 510.964
2 1X10 10 *20.010
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4 0.34 13 58.890
5 0.2S 8 50
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Avenigo 115.53
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C o .  O i r .  1 5 0 . 2 5 $ 8 , 7 0 0
2 E E  ♦ - 1 1 0 . 7 5 $ 1 9 , 8 8 2
3 E E  1 1 1 . 0 0 $ 2 5 , 3 3 0
. . 4 E A  9 1 . 0 0 $ 2 4 , 0 6 8
5 E E  1 0 0 . 5 0 $ 1 2 . 3 5 0
$ 9 0 , 3 3 0
-- U  P c i . p o s : . : r M  p a y ^ : T n F î c . A n n u a l  l -
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1 C o .  Oi r .  I S 1 . 0 0 $ 3 2 , 4 3 3
2 E E  1 1 1 . 0 0 $ 2 5 , 7 0 7
3 E A  8 1 . 0 0 $ 2 3 . 0 0 4
$ 8 2 , 1 4 4
-
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- Pos..::v;r::Sï/.>Pay ;7 ^ :
1 C o O i r  1 6 1 . 0 0 $ 3 5 , 1 4 3
1 C o .  Oir. 1 5 1 . 0 0 $ 3 8 , 9 1 2
2 E 1 1 1 . 0 0 $ 2 7 , 0 2 5
a . E E 1 1 1 . 0 0 9 2 8 , 6 5 7
4 E A 9 1 J X ) $ 2 4 , 2 5 7
$ 1 1 6 , 8 6 1
S ^ C t j W ë O
".-ïPos..";.;- 
■: - :'No. ..
- J . f O S Z  :^:
1 C o .  Oir. 1 6 0 . 0 0 $ 0
2 E 1 3 1 . 0 0 $ 3 0 , 1 1 8
3 E 1 3 1 . 0 0 $ 3 0 , 3 6 4
4 A C 1 3 1 . 0 0 $ 3 1 , ^ 2
5 - 2 1 E E . E A 7 - 1 1 1 8 . 0 0 $ 4 5 4 , 4 0 9
2 2 E A 8 1 . 0 0 $ 2 3 . 0 4 1
$ 5 5 9 , 5 8 4
1  C o O i r  1 5  1 . 0 0  5 3 9 ^
. $ 9 3 3 * 3 4 2
•  S s f s r i e s  =  P P P  c n  4 / 1 5 /3 4 ; i n c f u d e s  s a / a i y ,  t o n g e v f t y ,  a n d  f r i n g e s .
* *  C u e S u c n a b l e  s a l a r i e s  a r e  b a s e d  o n  S u s a n  G o s n e y ,  K a r e n  O e m m i t  a n d  M a r g a r e t  H o a g i a n d ' s  c a l c u i a t i c n s .
a n a ly s is  o f  staffing  patterns
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Four County Region 
Regional Manager with Lead Workers
1
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Pos. 
 ̂ - No.
:..:s^P 9s,;d -;:^P az:S ^
' Title Grade ^ tLsvél-^  ;■:Saj£."/
1 RegMgr 16 0.20 S8.331 1 RegMgr 15 0,20 55,221
2 EE 12 1.001 520,074 2 EE 12 1.00 522,274
3 EE 11 1.00 525,330 3 EE 11 . 1.00 525,557
4 EA 9 1.00 524,068 4 EA S 1.00 SZi.257
5 EE 10 0.50 512.250 . SES329
5:00,153
.■ ■ ■. Pos. . : Pos. Fay - ■- : Annual
No. -■ TrJe^ Level _=' ■
1 fleoMgr := 0.50 S2iJr2;
20 EE.E.A 7-12 22.C0 55733^1 1
The Regional Manager travel is estimated to be SZ2S^4 per month (1 visit per week to Boulder & Dillon).
Salaries = PPP on 4/15/94; includes salary, fence’/?/, and fringes. /
* Questionable salaries are based on Susan Gosney, Karen Oemmit and Margaret Hoagiand's calculations. 5733,315
